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INTRODUCTION 

The  results  of  a  study  for  the  beautification  and  improvement  of 
streets  within  neighborhood  shopping  districts  in  San  Francisco 
as  presented  in  this  report  offer  the  shopping  districts  and  the 
public  officials  a  systematic  method  of  installation,  maintenance, 
and  financing  Street  Beautification  with  the  goal  of  returning 
these  districts  to  viable  areas  of  business  activity. 

BACKGROUND 

With  the  increase  of  new,  modern  shopping  complexes  in  the  adjacent 
counties  of  San  Francisco,  the  whole  mode  of  shopping  patterns  and 
merchandising  techniques  have  changed  over  the  past  decade  with 
the  resultant  loss  of  business  for  many  of  the  small  neighborhood 
shopping  districts.   In  addition,  some  districts  were  hurt  by  the 
long  construction  periods  required  for  BART  facilities  and  others 
by  the  impact  of  urban  redevelopment. 

Several  of  the  district  associations  came  to  City  Hall  for  help 
in  upgrading  the  aesthetics  of  their  streets  with  the  hope  of 
restoring  vitality  to  the  street  and  an  upsurge  in  business  acti- 
vity.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
and  City  Planning  to  whom  the  requests  were  made  were  all  in 
agreement  that  these  neighborhood  shopping  districts  needed  help 
as  this  loss  in  business  to  neighboring  counties  meant  a  loss  to 
San  Francisco  in  sales  taxes,  business  taxes  and  employment.   The 
only  problem  was  how  should  these  improvements  be  financed  as  all 
costs  of  city  services  were  on  the  increase  and  the  City  officials 
had  promised  to  curb  the  rise  in  property  taxes. 

The  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  re- 
quested $5,000  from  gasoline  tax  sub-ventions  in  the  fall  of  1972 
to  conduct  a  study  of  this  type  beautification.  The  Board  of 
Supervisors  approved  this  request  in  November  1972. 

STUDY  FRAMEWORK 

A  study  committee  consisting  of  representatives  of  the  City 
Engineer's  Office,  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  the  San 
Francisco  Council  of  District  Merchants  Associations,  Mission 
Merchants  Division  of  the  Greater  San  Francisco  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  and  the  Neighborhood  Advisor  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association  was  formed  to  set  the 
guidelines  of  the  study. 

Since  there  are  approximately  40  neighborhood  shopping  districts 
in  San  Francisco,  it  was  decided  that  representative  districts 
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should  be  selected  for  study  purposes  as  time  and  money  would  not 
permit  a  study  of  each  individual  district.  The  selection  of  the 
pilot  districts  was  done  on  the  basis  of  physical  criteria,  need, 
an  existing  representative  organization  in  the  district  and  a 
willingness  of  the  district  to  participate  in  the  study.  The 
three  example  groups  selected  and  the  physical  characteristics 
of  each  were: 


EXAMPLE  GROUP  I. 
Characteristics : 


EXAMPLE  GROUP  II. 
Characteristics : 


GENEVA-EXCELSIOR  DISTRICT 

Long  and  cohesive  in  nature 

Four  lanes  of  traffic 

Major  transit  corridor 

Well  defined  commercial  district 

High  residential  density 

Moderate  side  street  activity 

NORIEGA  DISTRICT 

Wide  street,  dispersed  commercial  area 
Limited  bus  service 
Single  family  residential  area 
Moderate  vehicle  traffic 


EXAMPLE  GROUP  III. 


Characteristics : 


PACIFIC  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 

(Upper  Fillmore  Street  from  California 

to  Jackson) 

Narrow  street 

High  traffic  volume 

High  noise  level 

Moderate  to  high  density  of  residential 

Compact  and  well  defined 

Limited  side  street  activity 

Transit  lines 


THE  DESIGN  PLAN 

Street  beautification,  in  itself,  is  only  one  aspect  in  beauti- 
fying and  improving  a  commercial  district.  Major  improvements 
must  come  from  property  owners  and  merchants  themselves  by  up- 
grading their  buildings,  using  attractive  window  displays,  using 
new  merchandising  methods,  temporary  decorations,  special  illumi- 
nation of  buildings  and  stores,  new  signs  and  awnings.   However, 
since  these  items  are  private  property  matters  and  since  the  study 
was  for  the  purpose  of  improving  public  property,  the  design 
criteria  deal  only  with  the  streets  and  sidewalks. 


DESIGN  PRINCIPLES 

1.  Since  parking  is  essential  to  the  life  of  a  neighborhood 
shopping  district,  no  substantial  reduction  in  on-street 
parking  spaces  should  occur. 
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Noriega  District  study  plan 


Mini-plazas  on  Shattuck  Avenue  in  Berkeley 
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2.  Since  relocation  of  underground  utility  facilities  are  costly 
and  their  costs  are  not  visible  in  a  street  beautification 
program,  the  design  plan  should  be  based  on  these  facilities 
remaining  in  place. 

3.  Where  sub-sidewalk  basements  exist ,  on-surface  planters 
should  be  used  in  place  of  in-the-ground  landscaping. 

4.  Where  well-established  sidewalk  trees  exist,  landscaping 
should  be  designed  to  incorporate  these  trees. 

5.  Individual  blocks  within  a  district  should  be  tied  together 

by  a  uniform  design  with  special  emphasis  at  the  intersections. 

DESIGN  ITEMS 

1.  Tree  Planting  and  Landscaping  -  Sidewalk  trees  would  be  planted 
in  the  sidewalks  except  where  there  are  existing  sub-sidewalk 
basements  in  which  case  surface  planters  with  trees  would  be 
used.   Actual  types  of  trees  would  be  at  the  selection  of  the 
district  from  a  lis;  of  trees  which  have  been  found  to  adapt 
well  to  sidewalk  and  climate  conditions  in  San  Francisco.   If 
sidewalks  are  to  be  bulbed  out  at  intersections  and  non-parking 
areas  to  create  small  plazas  as  explained  in  Item  2,  larger 
type  trees  would  be  used  in  these  plazas  along  with  flowering 
plants  to  accent  the  areas.   In  shopping  areas,  where  the 
streets  are  wide  with  unlandscaped  median  islands  wider  than 
four  feet,  low  shrubs  and  ground  cover  would  be  used. 

2.  Sidewalk  Construction  -  Where  sidewalks  are  in  need  of  repair 
or  where  the  district  wants  special  sidewalk  treatment,  the 
sidewalks  would  be  reconstructed.   In  this  case,  the  sidewalks 
at  intersections,  exclusive  of  bus  zones,  would  be  bulbed  out 
to  provide  small  plazas  that  would  include  cluster  tree 
planting  featuring  lights,  kiosks,  and  benches  for  sitting 
areas.   Curb  areas  which  are  non-parking  areas  such  as  at 
fire  hydrants  could  be  bulbed  out  to  form  accent  areas.   Any 
reconstruction  at  the  intersection  would  require  ramped  areas 
for  the  handicapped  and  would  be  accommodated  in  the  bulbed 
out  area. 

3.  Lighting  Improvements  -  Of  the  three  pilot  areas,  only 
Noriega  felt  that  street  lighting  was  inadequate  due  to  the 
wide  street  they  have.   Increased  street  lighting  facilities 
can  be  accommodated  under  other  city  programs,  if  warranted, 
and  was  not  included  in  the  beautification  study.   Low  level 
lighting  for  the  sidewalk  areas  to  provide  higher  illumination 
for  pedestrians  at  night  was  felt  to  be  a  need  in  some  areas. 
This  type  lighting  would  be  installed  along  the  sidewalks  at 
appropriate  intervals  and  on  standards  12  feet  to  15  feet  in 
height. 
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4.   Street  Furniture  -  Furniture  of  different  type,  and  for 

different  use  would  be  used  at  the  small  plazas  as  well  as 
interspersed  throughout  the  block.   These  would  include 
trash  receptacles,  benches,  merchant  directory  kiosks,  seat 
bollards,  pedestrian  barricades  using  posts  and  chains  and 
other  furniture  as  desired  by  the  district. 

GENEVA-EXCELSIOR  DISTRICT  -  This  is  really  two  merchant  districts 
that  was  combined  into  one  pilot  study.  Both  districts  expressed 
their  priorities  for  beautification  as: 

a.  Landscaping 

b.  Sidewalk  Treatment 

c.  Trash  Receptacles 

d.  Low  Level  Lighting 

The  design  for  this  area  as  pictured  in  this  report  proposed 
sidewalk  tree  planting,  new  sidewalk  paving,  some  curb  projec- 
tions and  various  street  furniture  as  desired. 


Costs  for  the  Excelsior  District  which  is  considered  as  Mission 
Street  from  Theresa  to  Onondaga  are  estimated  at 


Tree  planting 
New  sidewalks 

a.  regular  concrete 

b.  colored  concrete 

c.  exposed  aggregate  concrete 

d.  brick 
Curb  projections 

a.  regular  concrete 

b.  colored  concrete 

c.  exposed  aggregate 

d.  brick 
Concrete  bollards 
Concrete  benches 
Pedestrian  barrier 
Trash  receptacles 
Pedestrian  lighting 


$40,800 

$76,500 

879,000 

$85,000 

$334,000 


$  3,540 
$  3,680 

$  3,820 
$  9,700 

$75  each 
$300  each 
$900 
$50  to  $200,  depending  on  type 
$76,500 


Costs  for  the  Geneva-Mission  District  which  includes  Mission 
Street  from  Onondaga  to  Guttenberg  and  Geneva  Avenue  from  Mission 
to  Paris  are  estimated  at : 

Landscaping  $58,900 

Sidewalk  paving 

a.  regular  concrete  $103,000 

b.  colored  concrete  !>115,000 

c.  fine  aggregate  concrete  :>122,500 

d.  brick  $450,000 
Curb  projections 

a.  regular  concrete  $  7,600 

b.  colored  concrete  $  8,100 

c.  fine  aggregate  concrete  $  8,400 

d.  brick  $20,600 
Pedestrian  lighting  $103,000 
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NORIEGA  DISTRICT  -  This  merchant  district  of  Noriega  Street  from 
19th  Avenue  to  25th  Avenue  and  30th  Avenue  to  33rd  Avenue  expressed 
their  desires  as : 

a.  Sidewalk  trees  and  lighting 

b.  Median  islands  and  landscaping  west  of  22nd  Avenue 

c.  Narrow  sidewalks  between  19th  and  20th  Avenue 

d.  Street  lighting 

The  design  proposed  includes  sidewalk  trees ,  curb  projections , 
some  ramps  in  the  sidewalk  and  litter  receptacles  as  well  as 
narrowing  the  sidewalks  by  3  feet  between  19th  and  20th  Avenues. 
Costs  were  estimated  at: 

Landscaping  $43,200 

Street  lighting  No  cost 

Narrow  sidewalks  19th  to  20th  %   9,700 

Curb  projections  :>30,300 

Ramp  in  sidewalks  $  6,000 

Litter  receptacles  $200  to  $400  per  block 

PACIFIC  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT  -  The  priorities  for  Fillmore  Street 
between  California"  and?  Jackson  Streets  were: 

a.  New  sidewalks 

b.  Low  level  lighting 

c.  Fill  in  missing  sidewalk  trees 

d.  Concrete  litter  receptacles 

The  plan  proposes  new  sidewalk  construction  with  bulbed  curbs  at 
the  intersections  for  mini-plazas  containing  trees ,  merchant 
directory  kiosks  and  benches,  low  level  lighting  and  tree  planting. 
Costs  are  estimated  at: 
New  sidewalks 

a.  standard  concrete  $37,800 

b.  exposed  aggregate  concrete       $44,700 

c.  precast  pavers  $142,300 

d.  brick  $193,800 
Curb  projections 

a.  standard  concrete 

b.  exposed  aggregate  concrete 

c.  precast  pavers 


d.  brick 
Pedestrian  lighting 
Pedestrian  barricade 
Merchant  kiosks 
Sidewalk  trees 
Litter  receptacles 
Benches 


chain  &  posts 


$  5,600 
8  6,000 
$12,400 
$15,700 
^30,900 
a  3,200 
S12,000 

;;i6,ooo 
;;  1,000 

$  2,400 


COSTS  OF  BEAUTIFICATION  ITEMS 
I.   Landscaping 

A.   Where  there  are  no  existing  trees 

1.  Existing  sidewalks  only  -  tree  planting  -  $< 

2.  Existing  sidewalks  &  curb  projections  - 

tree  planting  -  $12.  per  front  ft. 


1.  per  front 
ft. 
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LEFT-Existing  curb  projection 

on  Solano  Avenue  in  Albany 
showin^  various  type  planters 
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B.  Where  existing  trees  are  to  remain 

1.  Existing  sidewalks  only  -  tree  planting  -  Varies  from 

$3.  to  $7.  per  front  ft. 

2.  Existing  sidewalks  and  curb  projections  -  Varies  from 

$8.  to  $11.  per  front  ft. 

C.  Landscaping  Median  Islands  (Includes  irrigation  system) 

1.  Shrubs  (low  level)  $1.35  per  sq.  ft. 

2.  Ground  cover  $1.00  per  sq.  ft. 

Note:  The  above  costs  are  based  on  using  15  gallon  trees 
along  the  sidewalk  and  24  inch-box  trees  at  the  small 
plaza  areas  along  with  using  redwood  planters  over 
existing  basement  areas,   wther  size  trees  and  special 
constructed  planter  boxes  would  vary  the  costs  accordingly, 

II.  Sidewalk  Construction 

A.  Sidewalks  only 

1.  Plain  concrete  $1.20psr  front  ft. per  ft.  of  width  of 

sidewalk 

2.  Colored  concrete  $1.35  per  front  ft.  per  ft.  of  width 

of  sidewalk 

3.  Exposed  fine  aggregate  $1.45  per  front  ft.  per  ft.  of 

width  of  sidewalk 

4.  Precast  sidewalk  pavers  $4.15  per  front  ft.  per  ft.  of 

width  of  sidewalk 

5.  Brick  paving  $5.75  per  front  ft.  per  ft.  of  width  of 

sidewalk 

B.  Curb  Projections 

1.  Plain  concrete  $1.20  per  sq.  ft.  plus  $4.  per  linear  ft. 

of  curb 

2.  Colored  concrete  $1.35  per  sq.  ft.  plus  $4.  per  linear 

ft.  of  curb 

3.  Exposed  fine  aggregate  $1.45  per  sq.  ft.  plus  $4.  per 

linear  foot  of  curb 

4.  Precast  pavers  $4.15  and  up  per  sq.  ft.  plus  $4.  per 

linear  foot  of  curb 

5.  Brick  paving  $5.75  per  sq.  ft.  plus  $4.  per  linear  ft. 

of  curb 

III.  Low  Level  Lighting  $15.  per  front  ft. 

IV.  Furniture 

A.  Trash  Receptacles 

1.  Wire  mesh  pole  mounted  type        $25.00  each 

2.  Square  grey  metal  with  open  slot   $45.00  each 

3.  Metal  mail-box  type  $100.00  each 

4.  Precast  concrete  with  plastic 

insert    $200.00  each 
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B.  Benches 

1.  Concrete  without  back  $275.00  each 

2.  Concrete  bollards  $75.00  each 

3.  Wood  bench  without  back  $190.00  each 

4.  Wood  bench  with  back  $210.00  each 

C.  Merchant  directory  kiosks  $1,500.00  each 

D.  Post  and  Chain  Barricade  $30.00  per  post 

Note:  All  costs  are  estimated  using  current  1973  prices. 
Actual  figures  would  be  based  on  the  lowest  competitive 
bid  received  through  a  public  contract  bidding  procedure. 

FINANCING 

The  key  to  any  successful  program  is  adequate  funding  to  carry 
out  the  program,  and  street  beautification  is  no  exception.   In 
addition  to  initial  construction  funds ,   annual  maintenance  costs 
are  vitally  important  in  a  capital  improvement  project  and  must 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  total  program.   The  following  sour- 
ces of  funding  were  considered: 

1.  Federal  Funds  -  There  are  no  special  federal  revenue  sharing 
or  grant  funds  available  for  this  type  program.   General 
Revenue  Sharing  Funds  are  a  possibility  but  with  the  many 
demands  placed  on  these  funds,  street  beautification  would 
have  to  compete  for  these  funds.   However,  the  merchant  asso- 
ciations should  continue  to  make  their  needs  known  to  the 
Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  when  priorities  are  being 
established  each  year  for  the  use  of  these  funds. 

2.  State  Funds  -  No  state  funds  were  found  to  be  available  to 
the  City  for  this  type  program.   A  concerted  effort  was  made 
by  various  neighborhood  organizations  to  have  state  freeway 
funds  reallocated  to  the  urban  street  beautification  program 
by  having  State  Senator  Milton  Marks  introduce  a  bill  (SB  328) 
to  appropriate  Highway  Users  Tax  Funds  to  San  Francisco  for 
the  purpose  of  construction  and  maintenance  of  improvements 

to  minimize  the  impact  of  increased  traffic  on  City  streets 
generated  by  state  freeways.  Despite  the  support  of  Neighbor- 
hood Associations  and  the  City  Engineer's  Office  for  passage 
of  this  bill,  it  was  defeated  in  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
in  August  1973. 

3.  City  General  Funds  -  Sales  Tax  and  Property  Tax. 

It  is  extremely  unlikely  that  any  funds  from  this  source 
would  be  made  available  for  street  beautification  due  to  the 
present  and  forseeable  future  financial  demands  of  the  City. 
However,  a  continuous  effort  should  be  made  each  year  at 
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Typical  litter  receptacle  installations 


Scene  in  Oakland  on  Broadway  showing  precast  concrete 
newspaper  racks,  litter  receptacle  and  seat  bollard 
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budget  time  to  the  Mayor's  Office  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
return  the  cost  of  street  cleaning  and  sewer  repairs  to  the  General 
Fund  like  other  City  services  so  that  gas  tax  funds  can  be  used 
for  vital  street  programs. 

4.  City  Gas  Tax  Funds  -  These  funds  are  eligible  for  use  in  the  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  certain  street  beautif ication  items. 
However,  like  all  sources  of  funds,  there  are  many  demands  for  their 
use.   Normal  maintenance  costs  including  street  cleaning  are  now 
equal  to  income  and  will  surpass  the  income  within  the  next  year. 
Thus,  if  current  practices  are  continued,  little  funds  would  remain 
for  capital  improvement  projects.  However,  this  fund  is  felt  to 

be  the  only  source  at  the  present  time  for  City  participation  in 
street  beautification. 

Street  tree  planting,  landscaping  and  curb  projections  are  eligible 
for  gas  tax  funds.   Sidewalk  reconstruction,  low  level  pedestrian 
lighting  and  furniture  are  not. 

5.  City  Bond  Funds  -  There  are  no  available  bond  funds  that  could  be 
used  for  this  project.  However,  a  bond  issue  could  be  submitted 
to  the  electorate  for  the  purpose  of  street  beautification  similar 
to  the  Market  Street  Project.  Passage  of  such  a  bond  issue  is 
considered  doubtful  and,  therefore,  is  not  considered  a  feasable 
source  of  funds  for  the  purpose  of  this  report.   If  a  city-wide 
street  work  bond  issue  is  proposed,  beautification  could  be  a 
part  of  such  a  proposal. 

6.  Special  Assessment  District  Funds  -  The  concensus  feeling  is  that 
financial  participation  by  the  fronting  property  owners  is  essen- 
tial to  the  success  of  any  improvement  project  in  a  commercial 
district  -  not  only  for  initial  costs  but  also  for  on-going 
maintenance  costs.   Items  of  beautification  which  would  be  paid  for 
from  this  source  would  be  street  furniture,  low  level  lighting  and 
sidewalk  reconstruction. 

ASSESSMENT  PROCEDURES 

Special  Assessment  Districts  are  established  under  the  provisions 
of  Article  6  of  the  Public  Works  Code.   In  establishing  assessment 
districts  for  neighborhood  commercial  street  beautification,  the 
following  procedures  would  be  followed: 

1.  A  request  by  the  district  which  includes  the  concurrence  of 
50$  or  more  (based  on  front  footage)  of  the  property  owners 
within  the  district  that  the  City  proceed  with  the  design  and 
assessment  procedures  for  street  beautification  within  the 
district. 

2.  Meeting  held  between  the  district  and  the  City  Engineer's 
Office  to  discuss  and  explore  the  type  of  beautification 
desired. 
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3.  Preliminary  plans ,  cost  estimate,  assessment  diagram  and 
preliminary  assessment  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Engineering. 

4.  Director  of  Public  Works  issues  "Declaration  of  Expediency". 

5.  Bureau  of  Engineering  holds  property  owners1  meeting  to 
present  preliminary  work  and  receive  input  from  property 
owners  on  proposed  design. 

6.  Art  Commission  approval  is  requested  on  any  furniture-type 
item. 

7.  Director  of  Public  Works  issues  "Declaration  of  Intention" 
declaring  type  of  work  to  be  done. 

8.  Director  of  Public  Works  holds  public  hearing  not  less  than 
15  nor  more  than  20  days  after  issuing  "Declaration  of  Inten- 
tion". 

9.  If  protests  received  before  or  at  the  Director's  hearing., 
such  protests  are  overruled  or  accepted. 

10.  If  no  protests  received  or  if  overruled,  a  proposed  ordinance 
will  be  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval  of 
the  Assessment  District  within  5  days  of  the  Director's 
hearing. 

11.  If  protests  received  and  accepted,  assessment  procedures  must 
start  from  beginning. 

12.  Ordinance  is  assigned  to  proper  Supervisors'  committee  or 
committees  which  shall  schedule  public  meeting. 

13.  Committee  meeting  is  held. 

14.  Committee  either  passes  on  to  full  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
approval  or  stops  procedures. 

15.  If  passed  on  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  two  public  hearings 
are  held  prior  to  final  passage. 

16.  When  ordinance  is  passed,  Bureau  of  Engineering  prepares  final 
plans  and  specifications,  advertises  for  public  bids  and 
awards  contract  to  low  bidder. 

17.  After  construction  is  completed,  the  Bureau  of  Engineering 
makes  a  final  examination  and  assessment  and  recommends 
recordation  of  the  assessment  and  the  scheduling  of  a  hearing 
date. 

18.  Property  owners  are  notified  of  final  assessment  and  the  date 
for  hearing  of  appeals.   Date  of  hearing  is  posted  in  the 
District. 
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19.  Board  of  Supervisors  holds  hearing  and  adopts  final  assessment, 

20.  Final  Assessment  turned  over  to  Contractor. 

21.  Property  owners  may  pay  Contractor  directly  in  lump  sum  or  in 
installments  as  agreed  to  by  property  owner  and  contractor 

or  property  owner  may  take  out  an  Assessment  Bond  with  the 
City.  An  assessment  bond  is  for  a  ten  year  period  at  seven 
percent  simple  interest.   Prepayment  of  bond  prior  to  end  of 
ten  year  period  carries  a  penalty  of  one-half  the  following 
year's  amount  of  interest  due. 

MAINTENANCE 

The  success  of  any  street  beautification  program  is  how  well  it 
is  maintained  after  installation.   Maintenance  costs,  unlike 
initial  installation  costs,  continue  year  after  year.  Also,  since 
a  majority  of  maintenance  cost  is  labor,  it  continues  to  rise 
year  after  year. 

Maintenance  costs  are  difficult  to  estimate  due  to  different 
types  of  material  involved  and  the  degree  of  vandalism  that  may 
occur  in  any  district.  The  actual  design  accepted  would  deter- 
mine the  amount  of  maintenance  involved.  Annual  maintenance  for 
sidewalk  trees  averages  $10.00  per  tree  per  year  and  for  lighting 
facilities  which  includes  energy  costs  $21.00  per  unit  per  year. 


ACTION  PLAN 

To  put  the  plan  for  street  beautification  into  action,  the 
following  should  be  adopted  as  to  the  policy  of  the  City,  the 
source  of  funding  and  criteria  for  priority  use  of  the  funds : 

A.  Legislation  -  The  proposed  resolution  that  appears  at  the  end 
of  this  report  is  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
adoption  of  City  policy  concerning  a  program  of  commercial 
street  beautification  and  the  adoption  of  a  Neighborhood 
Commercial  Street  Beautification  Fund. 

B.  Funding  -  That  the  City  and  the  commercial  districts  share  in 
the  initial  costs  and  the  maintenance  costs  of  street 
beautification.   That  the  City's  portion  be  initially  derived 
from  gas  tax  funds  and  augmented  by  such  other  funds  as 
become  available; 

(Note:  A  supplemental  appropriation  in  the  amount  of  $155*000 
from  gas  tax  funds  is  presently  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
for  approval  to  start  this  fund), and  that  the  commercial 
districts'  portion  be  derived  by  establishment  of  a  Special 
Assessment  District  and  a  Maintenance  Assessment  District. 
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Items  Eligible  for  Gas  Tax    Items  by  Assessment  (Construction 

and  Maintenance) 

1.  Tree  planting  and  Median   1.  Sidewalk  Construction 

Landscaping 

2.  Bulbed  Sidewalks  2.  Low  Level  Pedestrian  Lighting 

3.  New  Street  Lighting        3.  Furniture 

(If  warranted) 

4.  Special  Landscaping 


CRITERIA  FOR  SELECTION 

1.  Willingness  by  the  district  to  share  in  the  cost  of 
beaut if icat ion  and  maintenance. 

2.  Evidence  of  majority  agreement  within  the  district  for 
beautification  and  financial  arrangements. 

3.  Evidence  of  hardship  or  damage  to  the  district  by  government 
action,  neglect  or  impact  of  automobile  traffic. 

4.  Evidence  that  the  beautification  plans  will  up-grade  the 
district  and  reasonably  expect  to  lead  to  private  improve- 
ments. 

5.  Evidence  of  an  existing  plan  for  future  merchant  activities 
in  the  district. 

6.  Evidence  that  the  commercial  district  is  adjacent  to  or 
within  a  larger  neighborhood  improvement  program  based  on 
a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  district's  primary  trading 
area. 
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APPENDIX  I 
SAN  FRANCISCO  SHOPPING  DISTRICTS 


AREA 


North  Beach 

Columbus  Ave.     Union  to  Broadway 

Filbert  to  Greenwich 
Stockton  St.  Columbus  to  Broadway 
Upper  Grant  Ave.   Broadway  to  Filbert 


2. 

Polk  Street 

Post  to  Jackson 

3. 

Union  Street 
Fillmore  St. 

Gough  to  Steiner 
Union  to  Lombard 

4. 

Chestnut  Street 

Fillmore  to  Divisadero 

5. 

Upper  fillmore 

California  to  Jackson 

6. 

Fillmore  Street 

California  to  O'Farrell 

7. 

Clement  Street 

Arguello  to  12th 

8. 

Outer  Clement 

23rd  to  26th 

9. 
10. 

Geary  Blvd. 
Inner  Irving 

Cook  to  8th 
10th  to  Funston 
14th  to  25th 
Irving-6th  to  Funston 

"  -15th  to  19th 
9th  Ave.  Irving  to  Judah 

11. 

Outer  Irving 

19th  to  22nd 
22nd  to  26th 

12. 

Noriega 

19th  to  20th 
20th  to  22nd 
23rd  to  25th 
30th  to  33rd 

13. 

Taraval  St. 

19th  to  28th 
31st  to  33rd 

14. 

Lakeside  District 
Ocean  Avenue 

19th  to  Junipero  Serra 

15. 

Ocean  Ave. 

Victoria  to  Ashton 
Ashton  to  Plymouth 

16.  Geneva-Mission 

Geneva-Mission  to  Paris 
Mission-Foote  to  Onondaga 


NO.  0F  BLOCKS 


2 

3i 


6 
3 

4 
4 
6 
12 
3 

13 
3 

11 
7 

4 
1 

3 

4 

1 
2 
2 
3 


1 
10 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  SHOPPING  DISTRICTS 


AREA 


17. 

18, 
19- 

20. 
21. 

22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 

26. 

27. 
28. 

29. 
30. 

31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 

35. 
36. 


Mission  -  Onondaga  to  Theresa 
Mission  -  College  to  Highland 
Cortland  -  Bocana  to  Folsom 
Mission  -  Brook,  to  Army 


Mission 


Army  to  25th 
17th  to  23rd 


NO.  OF  BLOCKS 
4 
3 


6 


24th  Street  -  Mission  to  Potrero 

San  Bruno  Ave.  -  Way land  to  Silver 

Leland  Ave.  -  Bayshore  to  Rutland 

3rd  Street  -  Jerrold  to  Thomas 
Paul  to  Jamestown 

Valencia  -  15th  to  17th 

24th  Street  -  Church  to  Diamond 

lbth  Street  -  Hartford  to  Diamond 
Castro  Street  -  19th  to  Market 

California  Street  -  5th  to  7th 

California  Street  -  Laurel  to  Spruce  So.  Side 

Sacramento  St.  -  Both  sides  of  Presidio 

Balboa  Street  -  3rd  to  7th 

Balboa  Street  -  35th  to  39th 

Divisadero  St.  -  Fell  to  Grove 

McAllister  to  Fulton 
Sutter  to  Pine 


12 
5 
4 

10 

3 

2 

3* 

3 
2 

2 

2 

ll 

4 

4 

2 
1 
2 


Haight  St.  -  Steiner  to  Webster  2 

Randolph  &  19th  Avenue  2 

Total  239 

Total  beautification  costs  approximately  $35*000  per  block 

$8,365,000 
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Appendix  II 
HOW  OTHER  CITIES  FINANCE  BEAUTIFICATION 

1 .  Oakland 

Broadway  and  Washington  Malls 

67$  -  Special  Assessment  of  fronting  owners  - 

19  year  bond  at  7% 
33$  -  General  Fund.,  Gas  Tax  and  Traffic  Safety  Fund 
Maintenance  by  Special  Assessment  District 

2.  Berkeley 

Shattuck  Ave.  -  All  General  Funds 

Telegraph  Ave.  -  Brickpaving  and  lighting  out  of  General 

Funds,  remainder  from  gas  tax 
Adeline  St.  at  Ashby  -  Gas  Tax  and  General  Fund 
All  Maintenance  from  General  Fund  and  Gas  Tax 

3.  Sacramento  -  Capitol  Mall 

87$  Special  Assessment  District 

6.6$  Gas  Tax 

3.3$  Bond  Funds 

2.2$  General  Funds 

0.9$  Utilities 

Maintenance  by  Special  Assessment  District 

4.  Fresno  -  Fulton  Mall 

70$  Redevelopment  Agency 

29$  Special  Assessment  District  of  all  properties 

within  one  block 
1$  General  Fund 

Maintenance  -  Special  Assessment  District  provides  30$  and 
70$  is  from  General  Fund 

5.  Burlingame  -  Burlingame  Avenue 

All  construction  and  maintenance  by  Special  Assessment 
District  of  Merchants  against  the  business 
license.   City  picks  up  difference  in  case  of 
vacancies. 
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FILE  NO RESOLUTION  NO. 


ADOPTION  OF  A  CITY-WIDE  STREET  BEAUTIFICATION  PLAN  FOR  NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL  DISTRICTS  AND  ESTABLISHMENT  OF  A  NEIGHBORHOOD  COMMERCIAL 
STREET  BEAUTIFICATION  FUND  FOR  THE  CITY'S  PORTION  OF  FINANCING  SUCH 
A  PLAN;  DIRECTING  THE  DIRECTOR  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS  TO  INCLUDE  IN  HIS 
ANNUAL  BUDGET  REQUESTS  ADDITIONAL  MONIES  TO  AUGMENT  THE  FUND;  AND 
ESTABLISHING  CRITERIA  FOR  SETTING  PRIORITIES  FOR  THE  USE  OF  THESE 
FUNDS. 

WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  communities  have  expressed  eager- 
ness to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  their  areas  by  providing  a 
more  healthy  and  attractive  urban  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  neighborhood  commercial  districts  have  been 
losing  business  to  suburban  shopping  centers  with  a  resultant  loss 
in  revenue  and  employment  to  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  Various  neighborhood  commercial  districts  have  re- 
quested City  funds  for  the  purpose  of  street  beautification;  and 

WHEREAS,  City  funds  are  limited  in  the  amount  that  can  be 
set  aside  for  commercial  street  beautification;  and 

WHEREAS,  It  appears  that  a  comprehensive  program  of  commer- 
cial street  beautification  is  necessary  to  help  guide  the  approval 
of  City  appropriations;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  study  of  street  beautification  for  shopping  dis- 
tricts has  been  made  with  recommendations  on  how  to  put  the  plan  in 
action;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  shopping  districts  have  received  drafts  of  the 
study  report  to  proceed  with  such  a  program;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  this  Board  of  Supervisors  does  hereby  adopt  a 
City-wide  street  beautification  program  for  neighborhood  commercial 
districts;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  a  fund  to  be  known  as  the  "Neighbor- 
hood Commercial  Street  Beautification  Fund"  for  funding  the  City's 
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portion  of  this  program  is  hereby  established  with  the  initial  funds 
being  derived  from  gas  tax  in  the  amount  of  $155,000,  and  directing 
the  Director  of  Public  Works  to  initiate  budget  requests  to  augment 
this  fund  each  year  through  the  annual  budget  process  with  appro- 
priate funds  to  continue  the  program  at  a  reasonable  rate  of  progress 
and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  use  of  these  funds  are  restricted 
to  the  following: 

1.  That  these  funds  be  used  only  for  street  beautif ication 
of  commercial  districts  outside  of  downtown  San  Francisco, 
and  that  a  commercial  district  be  defined  as  a  minimum 
two  block  area,  including  at  least  a  majority  of  commer- 
cial zoning  and  usage  of  fronting  property. 

2.  That  the  Department  of  Public  Works  shall  designate  a 
date  by  which  districts  must  submit  their  requests  to  be 
considered  eligible  for  the  following  fiscal  year;  and  if 
more  than  three  districts  apply  by  that  date,  that  no  one 
district  can  use  more  than  one  third  of  the  available 
funds  for  that  particular  fiscal  year. 

3.  That  no  project  that  can  be  funded  from  other  available 
resources  be  eligible  for  use  of  these  funds.   Examples 
are:  street  tree  planting  only,  improvement  of  street 
lighting  only  and  installation  of  benches  in  bus  stops. 

h.     That  no  project  that  does  not  have  a  minimum  of  10$ 
financial  participation  by  the  district  for  initial 
installation  shall  be  eligible  for  use  of  these  funds; 

5.  That  beautification  items  financed  by  private  funds  shall 
have  the  annual  maintenance  costs  derived  from  a  Mainte- 
nance Assessment  District  and  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
use  of  these  funds;  and  be  it 
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1  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  in 

2  conjunction  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  shall  establish 

3  priorities  for  the  use  of  these  funds  based  on  the  applications 

4  from  commercial  districts  for  street  beautification,  that  the 

5  following  criteria  shall  be  used  to  determine  these  priorities: 

6  1.  Willingness  by  the  district  to  share  in  the  cost  of 

7  beautification  whether  by  assessment,  private  contribu- 

8  tions  or  other  funds  obtained  by  the  district. 

9  2.  Willingness  by  the  district  to  have  a  Maintenance  Assess- 

10  ment  District  formed  to  pay  annual  maintenance  of  certain 

11  beautification  items. 
3.   Evidence  of  majority  agreement  within  the  district  for 

beautification  and  financial  arrangements. 
14         4.   Evidence  of  hardship  or  damage  to  the  district  by  govern- 
,5  ment  action,  neglect  or  impact  of  automobile  traffic. 

5.  Evidence  that  the  beautification  plans  will  up-grade  the 
17  district  and  reasonably  expect  to  lead  to  private  improve- 
ments. 

6.  Evidence  of  an  existing  plan  for  future  merchant  acti- 
vities in  the  district. 

7.  Evidence  that  the  commercial  district  is  adjacent  to  or 
within  a  larger  neighborhood  improvement  program  based 
on  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  district's  primary 
trading  area,  and 

That  the  priority  list  shall  be  reviewed  and  up-dated  each 
year. 
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